Construction of gender differences in the discourse of entrepreneurship. Psychobiological, cultural and familiar aspects  by García Escribano, Juan José & Casado, Ana Belén Fernández
suma de negocios 7 (2 0 1 6) 18–24
SUMA  DE  NEGOCIOSwww.elsevier.es/sumanegocios
Research article
Construction  of  gender  differences  in the discourse
of entrepreneurship.  Psychobiological,  cultural  and
familiar aspects
Juan José García Escribanoa,∗, Ana Belén Fernández Casadob
a Doctor in Sociology, University of Murcia, Department of Sociology and Social Work, Faculty of Economics and Business,
Campus Universitario de Espinardo, Espinardo, 30100 Murcia, Spain
b Doctor in Sociology, Department of Sociology and Social Work, Faculty of Economics and Business, Campus Universitario de Espinardo,
Espinardo, 30100 Murcia, Spain
a  r  t  i  c  l  e  i  n  f  o
Article history:
Received 5 May 2015
Accepted 15 October 2015





a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t
This paper aims to analyze the psychobiological, cultural and family aspects that make
entrepreneurship possible, considering the gender perspective and analyzing the differ-
ences between men and women for each of these aspects. Attributes are still used male
and  female, and the patriarchal culture and the division of spaces marked differences in
the  type of company that is undertaken, and that is also subject to the different training
done. Moreover, from the family point of view, it stresses the need for support by the family
when the decision to start a business project is taken due to the dedication that this already
implies the need to turn to reconcile work and family life.
© 2015 Fundacio´n Universitaria Konrad Lorenz. Published by Elsevier Espan˜a, S.L.U. This
is  an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://creativecommons.org/
licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
La  construcción  de  las  diferencias  de  género  en  el  discurso  del
emprendimiento.  Aspectos  psicobiológicos,  culturales  y  familiares
Palabras clave:
Género
r  e  s  u  m  e  n
Este trabajo tiene como propósito analizar los aspectos psicobiológicos, culturales y famil-
iares que hacen posible el emprendimiento, teniendo en cuenta la perspectiva de género
Capacidades
Habilidades
y  analizando las diferencias existentes entre hombres y mujeres para cada uno de dichos
aspectos. Se siguen utilizando atributos de lo masculino y lo femenino, y la cultura patriar-cal  y la división de espacios marcan las diferencias en el tipo de empresa que se emprende,
y  que está sujeta también a la diferente formación realizada. Además, desde el punto de
vista familiar, se incide en la necesidad de apoyo por parte de la familia cuando se toma la
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decisión de emprender un proyecto empresarial debido a la dedicación que éste implica y
a  la necesidad a su vez de conciliar vida familiar y laboral.
© 2015 Fundacio´n Universitaria Konrad Lorenz. Publicado por Elsevier Espan˜a, S.L.U.

















































his paper analyzes, through a qualitative research, how the
iscourse of entrepreneurship is constructed from a gender
erspective, highlighting the differences between men  and
omen who  identify scenarios, elements and conditions to
evelop enterprise business ideas or decide to bet to gener-
te their own employment, risking and organizing his own
ay of working. The objective of the work is distinguishing
hat psychobiological, cultural and family aspects facilitate
r impede, by gender, perceive opportunities to undertake
nd act accordingly. At the same time, it will consider the
urisdictional aspect, because on one hand, competition is
ssociated with tangible, observable aspects and directly mea-
urable: behaviors that have a beneﬁcial result; on the other, it
s established that there is competition there must be an envi-
onment where developing it, the workplace (Olaz & Brändle,
013: 12).
The entrepreneur term derives from the word undertake,
rom the Latin in (on) prendere (take, take), and is related
o the French word entrepreneur, emerging in the early 16th
entury to refer to the adventurous or pioneers. In the early
8th century in France the meaning of the term extends
o builders of roads, bridges and architects. And it will be
rom the second half of the 18th century when it will be
elated to people who  facing uncertainty initiates a new
usiness or business project, to innovative entrepreneurs.
EDEFOP (1991: 10) points out that when speaking about self-
mployment or entrepreneurship a reference is made to those
persons who  organize, direct and assume risks of their own
usiness or productive activity because they understand they
ave novelties to offer or because there is a production space
here they can compete successfully.” Meanwhile, Alonso
amos (2005: 165) deﬁnes self-employment as an alternative
ccess to a professional or business activity, appropriate for
hose workers with a dynamic proﬁle and willingness to take
isks that enables them to create their own job prospects sta-
ility herein.
The implementation of a project of self-employment or
ntrepreneurship requires to articulate three kinds of skills,
ithout which it will be difﬁcult to achieve success: spe-
iﬁc vocational skills, entrepreneurial skills and business
kills. Among the entrepreneurial skills, we ﬁnd the capac-
ty of initiative, creative skills in innovation, achievement
otivation, self-conﬁdence and self-esteem, the ability of
lanning and organizing, positive vision of the future and real-
stic, communication and generation of supporting networks,
onstructive acceptance dealing with uncertainty, ﬂexibility,
elf-discipline, capacity for hard work, commitment, determi-
ation, responsibility, autonomy and self-sufﬁciency (Sánchez
an˜izares & Fuentes García, 2013).org/licencias/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Gender  differences  in  the  discourse
of  entrepreneurship
In the speech of entrepreneurship it is clearly distinguishable
the perception in women of a minor entrepreneurial initiative,
as well as gender differences in the attributes associated with
higher odds of undertaking an entrepreneurial project.
The initial assessment clearly corresponds to the reality
of the empirical data. According Congregado et al. (2008: 30),
the “group of entrepreneurs is mostly made up of men  (. . .);
in 2006 more  than 70% are, compared with 29.6% of women”
and, although the difference between men  and women when
undertaking is decreasing in Spain GEM 2014 report also notes
that “approximately six out of ten entrepreneurs according
to the TEA index in 2014 were men” (Fig. 1). However, the
women tend to have a slightly higher education than male
entrepreneurs, as was clear from the data of Spain GEM 2012
Report, which placed the percentage of entrepreneurs with
university level in 38.4% vs. 32.3% of male entrepreneurs
with this level of education.
The perception that the differences are being minors over
the years appears clearly in this speech. So one of the inter-
viewees says: “I think those differences are getting shorter over the
years, that is, a few years ago if there were differences, women had
more problems when undertaking than man” (E1-Women); and
another says that: “it has come a long way already, but we still
have a long way to go”  (E5-Women). However, a part of the dis-
course maintains that the differences between the younger
people have disappeared and when asked if there are differ-
ences between men  and women when undertaking, one of the
interviewees replied: “I believe that in younger people for abso-
lutely nothing. As far as I’m concerned absolutely nothing”
(E4-Women).
On the other hand, as noted by another interviewee,
“women, when undertaken, keep thinking in different busi-
ness to those of the men” (E2-Women). This statement
coincides with that shown in different studies (Clark & Janes,
1992), regarding companies boosted by women have a lower
average size than those promoted by men  and an increased
focus on services related to traditional activities, mainly
trade, catering and personal services (Rodríguez Gutiérrez &
Santos Cumplido, 2008: 120). In this sense, several respon-
dents pronounced “perhaps in more  industrial sectors is
more  difﬁcult to see women in most services sectors is seen
more women” (E10-Man); “On the trade issue, shops . . . yes
there are more  women than in the industry” (E2-Women).
Another of respondents, meanwhile, said “the major part of
the women entrepreneurship is formed by family business”
(E5-Women).
The different investigations conducted so far (Audretsch
& Fritsch, 1994; Fernández & Junquera, 2001; Keeble &
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nitorFig. 1 – Evolution TEA rate by gender in Spain for the period
Source: Based on data from the Global Entrepreneurship Mo
Walker, 1994) conclude that there are two groups of deter-
minant factors of entrepreneurial activity: personal factors
relating to the entrepreneur person and the factors related to
the environment.
Psychobiological,  cultural  and  familiar  aspects
as  determinants  of  entrepreneurship
Christersen made in 1994, through a historical journey
that ended in 1987, a selection of the main attributes of
entrepreneurs in which, as can be seen (Table 1), differ-
ent authors have been emphasizing over time in multiple
attributes, but without analyzing the differences that may
occur between men  and women regarding those same
attributes.
Throughout our investigation, to see if there are differ-
ences between men  and women entrepreneurship, we have
reviewed the psychobiological, cultural and family aspects
and has raised them to the respondents if they believe that
there are differences in undertaking because of gender and
what those differences are. As for the psychobiological fac-
tors alluded to those aspects or elements of internal type,
that is to say, innate (psychological and biological) that can
cause differences between men  and women entrepreneur-
ship. Most are related to the skills and refer to intuition and
insight, reﬂection, emotion, creativity and imagination, lan-
guage skills and brain function. As for the cultural aspects,
that is, related to the patriarchal culture and the traditional
division of spaces, professions, roles, etc., that causes the dif-
ferences between men  and women in entrepreneurship. It
also refers, on the one hand, to those features that the tra-
ditional division of roles assigned to women by their gender,
and secondly, the type of social context (more conservative or
more modern) in which the person is who  wants to undertake.
Here referred to three aspects: professional and masculin-
ized environments, functions and social characteristics that4–2014.
, GEM Report Spain, 2013 and 2014.
the environment attributes to the woman for her condition
and pressure of the environment/social context type (conser-
vative vs. modern). Regarding family issues, here it referred to
family-related aspects: presence of children in the household,
marital status of the person, support/involvement of the sen-
timental pair or the family environment, difﬁculties regarding
reconciliation, housework, etc., that can create differences
between men  and women entrepreneurship, damaging the
latter. At this point attention is placed to the reconciliation
variable and on the need for support from family.
Psychobiological  aspects
In all cultures there are a number of attributes associated
with gender stereotypes that reproduce through the process
of socialization, and in every society there are a number of
instrumental traits associated more  to the male (auton-
omy, ambition, rationality guidance to success, self-reliance,
aggressiveness, etc.) and other traits mainly associated with
femininity (kindness, respect, empathy, prudence, expressive-
ness, weakness, tenderness, instability, concern for others,
etc.) (López-Sáez, Morales, & Lisbona, 2008).
Several authors (Crecente Romero, 2011: 34; Marulanda
Valencia, Montoya Restrepo, & Vélez Restrepo, 2014: 211)
agree that the American psychologist David C. McClelland,
in his study of graduates from Wesleyan University, was  a
precursor in the analysis of the personal motivations that pre-
dispose people to start a business McClelland (1961). For this
author, the need for achievement is the main attribute that
makes an individual to become an entrepreneur. Since then,
this factor has been studied as one of the main characteristics
of entrepreneurs and various studies have shown the impor-
tance of it (Barba Sánchez & Atienza Sahuquillo, 2011). But
McClelland (1961) also pointed out other features to potential
entrepreneurs, such as originality and innovation, a moderate
risk aversion, accept its responsibilities, the perception of the
results of their actions and long-term planning. But his main
suma de negocios 7 (2 0 1 6) 18–24 21
Table 1 – Main attributes of the entrepreneur (Christersen, 1994).
Author Attribute
Stuart Mill (1848) Risk tolerance
Weber (1917) Source of formal authority
Schumpeter (1934) Innovation and initiative
Sutton (1954) Responsibility
Hartman (1959) Formal authority
McClelland (1961) Risk trend and need for achievement
Davids (1963) Ambition, independence. Responsibility and self conﬁdence
Palmer (1971) Assumption and risk control
Winter (1973) Lust for power
Borland (1974) Internal perceived control
Liles (1974) Need  for achievement
Glasse (1977) Guided by personal values
Timmons (1978) Self-conﬁdence, innovation-oriented
Sexton (1980) Energy, ability to deal with problems
Welsh y White (1981) Need for achievement, risk taking, responsibility and commitment
Dunkelgerg and Cooper (1982) Independence, growth-oriented
Fernal and Solomon (1988) Guided by personal values



































aSource: Alonso Nuez and Galve Górriz (2008: 13)
ontributions was to point out that these factors were not
nnate in the individual, but are developed through educa-
ional systems and cultural and social values found in society.
ther authors (Boydston, Hopper, & Wright, 2000; Davidsson,
989) agreed to associate with the capacity to undertake with
ttributes such as self-conﬁdence, optimism, creativity and
utonomy. Finally, some researchers (Begley & Boyd, 1987;
ooper & Dunkelberg, 1986; Kaufmann, Welsh, & Bushmarin,
995; Mueller & Thomas, 2001; Callado et al., 2006) have used
he concept of “locus of control” developed by Julian Rotter
rom the publication in 1954 of his book Social learning and
linical psychology. Bonnett and Furnham (1991), in a study
n young entrepreneurs, found that manifested themselves
ore  “locul internal control”, understood as the perception
hat a person has that the events taking place around them
an be inﬂuenced by their own actions, that is to say, the indi-
idual inﬂuences his environment, which leads to positively
ssess the ability, effort and personal responsibility.
Meanwhile, other authors, like Amit, Glosten, and Muller
1993) indicate that entrepreneurship does not seem to be
elated to particular characteristics of personality, but rather
ith a form of behavior that can be changed and learned.
n the same way are pronounced Rodriguez and Santos
2008: 120) when they say that “there seems to be no such
greement regarding the possible existence or not of psycho-
ogical character traits differentials between men  and women
ntrepreneurs” that might explain the differences in the char-
cteristics of their companies.
However, authors like Álvarez, Noguera, and Urbano
2012: 49), veriﬁed in their studies that “the perception of
kills to undertake increases the probability of being an
ntrepreneur to 9.09 times for women, compared to 7.99 times
or the men”.
Currently, the discourse of entrepreneurship seems to
ollow a fairly widespread and politically correct opinion, in
he sense of begin denying the existence of signiﬁcant differ-
nces of psychobiological character between women and men,
nd then go sliding, as a possibility, some:“The woman is perhaps more accurate on an intuitive level than
man [. . .]  Men are more analytical, more oriented to the effective-
ness, results, and that’s ﬁne, I do not say no. But in an uncertain
world that’s ﬁne as a complement, but intuition is much more
effective” (E3-Women).
“They may have much more tenacity the women [. . .], are much
tougher, much more constant when carrying out an idea, a project
or goal” (E7-Man).
“When undertaking is not to be feminist but the women do have
a way . . . we are more creative [. . .] in general women are more
empathetic” (E4-Women)
“In women I see that may have a greater capacity to take diverse
subjects at the same time” (E8-Man).
“Women are more emotional tad [. . .] we are more  secure, more
cautious, more thoughtful, have the long-term vision, than man
does not have, we are more constant than they, more  efﬁcient,
more disciplined and sure of ourselves. All these aspects men do
not usually have” (E5-Women).
“Women have generally more social sensitivity” (E10-Man).
Thus, speech is clear that women would be more  intu-
itive, tenacious, creative, cautious, emotional, reﬂective,
self-conﬁdent, with greater empathy, more  socially sensitive,
more  long-term vision and a mayor capacity to develop several
themes as well as men. In short, it seems that in the discourse
on entrepreneurship, though begins to glimpse some restraint
when it comes to use gender stereotypes, are still using the
attributes of the masculine and the feminine as a resource to
justify differences, consciously or unconsciously, often they
seem to be considered as natural.
Cultural  aspects
The Spanish family tradition, patriarchal and Catholic base,
has tended to provide a formation to male children to enter
the labor market, while it has reserved a family and domes-
tic role to women, basically linked to the ﬁgure of marriage
(Escribá, 2006: 148). Certainly, this way of conceiving the
ios 722  suma de negoc
children’s education it is not a widespread reality in our coun-
try for a while, but it is likely that certain features of that
tradition are still present, albeit in an unconscious way. The
family, as well as inﬂuencing the educational level at which
an individual arrives, also involved in the processes of inte-
gration, that is, in the job search. Parents help to ﬁnd work
to their children through their circle of relationships (family,
friends, colleagues of the companies where they work) and out
of this circle can be difﬁcult if you don’t have the sufﬁcient
motivation and adequate qualiﬁcation which allows to break
social networks of parents (Gil Rodríguez, 2005: 366–367; León
Santana, 2000: 125). Thus, we  ﬁnd some statements that these
difﬁculties are evident: “I can assure you that everyone and my
family told me  I was crazy, that I had lost the screws” (E3-Women).
Education has a very important role in overcoming these fam-
ily inﬂuences that reproduce gender stereotypes: “formation is
important [and] to be well-connected” (E1-Women); “then also, the
education inﬂuences that still have the girls who we have educated”
(E2-Women). Furthermore, the speech also overlook the dif-
ﬁculties that women have to be formed, often by having to
harmonize professional duties with family: “it’s hard for women
to go out, we ﬁnd it difﬁcult to form us, at meetings you only see men
because the woman does not want to be there by whatever, We  do
not have time . . .”  (E1-women). The whole discourse seems to
corroborate the remaining differences in the formation and
the professional experience of men  and women, which in dif-
ferent studies have conﬁrmed to verify that men  tend to reach
high skills in a wide variety of business skills and experience
in sectors such as manufacturing, ﬁnance or technical areas,
while most women tend to have management experience,
usually more  related to services such as education, secretarial
work, or retail areas (García Tabuenca, Crespo Espert, & Pablo
Martí, 2009: 8–18).
Castilblanco Moreno (2013: 61) and Kargwell (2012) argue
that differences in the type of business are attributable to cul-
tural barriers: women tend to work in home-related activities
because they are socially better accepted. While men  are tar-
geted to study math and science, the women make it toward
the humanities, which usually do not have adequate training
in science that would help them to undertake businesses that
require technical skills.
When looking for professional careers, or choosing a
profession, still remain socially stereotypes about what is con-
sidered proper or improper for women and men, for the fact
of being. Thus, in the speech we  ﬁnd: “There are professions
that women do not have access because they are men  proto-
type throughout life, which are things that . . . as the topics of
engineering . . . women undertake fewer there. Are there any
women who can put up a mechanical workshop? . . . No . . .
And other sectors that are needed, I refer to undertake . . . A
plumbing workshop . . . all that kind of stuff are masculinized”
(E2-Women). Even some interviewed describes the creation
of a company as “entering a male world, where competition
is basically male. If you don’t know how to move there . . .”
(E3-Women).
Moriano (2005: 15–16) states that “there are certain aspects
of the social environment, such as family history, previ-
ous experience or learning, system of values, and societal
guidance, among others, that promote or inhibit the emer-
gence of entrepreneurs . . . so there are rather something like (2 0 1 6) 18–24
ecological niches for entrepreneurs, or, if preferred, spatiotem-
poral frameworks where it is expected to arise entrepreneurs”.
In the discourse on entrepreneurship it is found that on
numerous occasions the social and family environment is
associated with the fact of the creation of companies by
women. Thus, it is noted that in certain spatial areas is eas-
ier to undertake “in rural areas women take longer to undertake
than in urban areas” (E2-Women) or “women in cities have fewer
problems than in municipalities. In municipalities the woman still
have a little more trouble that man because that environment is not
very conducive” (E1-Women); or family experiences greatly con-
dition entrepreneurial behavior: “I have lived the family business,
and was very clear I had to follow because I have not experienced
anything else and had no choice and I also enjoy it” (E5-Women).
In short, there are some social aspects that explain the
willingness to undertake and that may be the motivation for
entrepreneurial behavior so you have to keep in mind, as Ortiz
and Millan (2011: 234) point out “the importance of social fac-
tors in the gestation of entrepreneurial activity”.
Family  aspects
In early studies, conducted in USA and UK, it was noted that
the motivations that led women to entrepreneurship was the
search for independence, the need to control their future and
a greater labor ﬂexibility that would reconcile professional
development and dedication to the family (Brush, 1990; Carter,
Anderson, & Shaw, 2001). However, one respondent noted that
to be enterprising “the main difﬁculty I see it is that the woman
has to reconcile family and working life” (E2-Women).
Women, especially those belonging to the group of modern
entrepreneurs, seem to value more  than men  family support
in developing their business. Although women are getting
ever more  to occupy new spaces in the professional sphere
is not occurring with the necessary speed an increase in the
male involvement in domestic tasks. Very often women have
to limit their job options to the needs of family care (García
Tabuenca et al., 2009: 2–7). Thus, in the speech phrases like the
following appears: “the preparation right now that women have it
is like boys or better in some cases, but nevertheless, when under-
taking the woman thinks of her role as a woman, It does not have
the same freedom as a man. Always think in a company that can
harmonize with his profession and her house” (E2-Women).
As claim by Alvarez et al. (2012: 46) the “Actual studies
show the preference of women entrepreneurs to the use of
collaborative networks, establishing the existence of differ-
ences in use between women and men  in the process of
creating a company and seeing greater ‘use’ of the family
by women entrepreneurs”. Several authors (Baughn, Chua,
& Neupert, 2006; Langowitz & Minniti, 2007) have analyzed
in their works that in those societies where women’s role
is very attached to family responsibilities, it appears less
appreciated entrepreneurial activity of the women. Similarly,
William (2004), in his article on the determinants of success
in self-employment in terms of time spent on childcare, using
data from the Household Panel of the European Union from
1994 to 1999, concludes that the concern and dedication to
the children, signiﬁcantly reduces the duration and success
of businesses and entrepreneurship. In the speech frequently
























































orking, because when asking for leave or permission to
ake the child to the doctor, dad never asks permission, is
lways the mother [. . .]  If a child gets ill you call the mother
ecause it’s the ﬁrst phone that comes on the agenda. So what
appens, the woman there will always have an obstacle and
hile that exists, the woman will always be undervalued at
ork” (E2-Women). In fact, Alvarez et al. (2012: 50) have shown
mpirically that being female and have family responsibili-
ies reduced by 33.1% the probability of being entrepreneurial,
hile in the case of men, this reduction is only 2.4%.
Castilblanco Moreno (2013: 61) refers to the study of
argwell (2012), done on gender differences in entrepreneurs
n the UAE, in which “part of studying the role of women
s socially constructed and conﬁned to home care, taking
esponsibility for their children and husbands. And with this
lement, is the ﬁrst difference between the behaviors of
emale entrepreneurs and male entrepreneurs: The cultural
arrier prevents the population conceive women as able to
un their own businesses and inhibits them to start business
rojects. Also, this feature contributes to the social commit-
ent of women and men  to their business. 45.6% of men
ssumes that in family matters are not part of their respon-
ibilities because they have culturally been given the role of
food providers.” Thus, this division of labor between genders
enerates that women have to divide their time between their
omes and businesses spending between 1 and 4 h to their
ompanies (69.8%) in counterpart with the men, who spend
etween 5 and 8 h a day to their business (85.9%). “This situation
eans additional effort and many sacriﬁces on the part of women
ntrepreneurs, as one respondent notes,” women entrepreneurs [. . .]
ertainly have to sacriﬁce some of their personal and family life to
ndertake because the entrepreneur does not have schedules, have to
evote most of his time to the project that is being developed [. . .]  at
he end should have a help, [. . .]  a very strong support in the family
nvironment” (E6-Man).
onclusions
o far, numerous researches have been raised to answer
he question of what it is that predisposes a person
o be entrepreneurial, to promote the development of
ntrepreneurial business ideas. There is no single answer
o this question and, also, there seems to be differential
haracteristics between male and female entrepreneur-
hip, suggesting the need to analyze the particularities of
ntrepreneurship from a gender perspective.
In the speech of entrepreneurship differences between
en  and women are recognized. On the one hand, women
re perceived in less entrepreneurial initiative and, secondly,
ender differences in associated attributes most likely to
ndertake an entrepreneurial project are observed.
Throughout our research we have reviewed the psychobio-
ogical, cultural and family aspects from which it comes to
xplaining the differences in entrepreneurship in terms of
ender.When we  speak of psychobiological factors we refer to
hose aspects or elements of internal or innate kind, of psycho-
ogical or biological character, that intervene in the differences
n men  and women in relation to entrepreneurship. Although2 0 1 6) 18–24 23
there is controversy about the existence of such factors, from
the analyzed speech an impression that begins as restrained
by denying the existence of signiﬁcant differences of psychobi-
ological character between women and men, then gradually
introduce, as a possibility, some: women, compared to men,
would be more  intuitive, tenacious, creative, cautious, emo-
tional, reﬂective, self-conﬁdent, more  empathy, more  socially
sensitive, with more  long-term vision and greater ability to
develop various topics. In short, the speech still use attributes
of the masculine and the feminine as a resource to justify
differences.
In relation to cultural aspects, that is to say, those related to
the patriarchal culture and the traditional division of spaces,
professions, roles, etc., that cause the differences between
men and women in entrepreneurship, in the speech the per-
sistence of current social stereotypes about what is considered
proper or improper for women and men  (education, choice
of profession, etc.) is observed, there being some aspects of
the social environment (family background, experience or pre-
vious learning, etc.) that would explain the willingness to
undertake and that could motivate entrepreneurial behavior.
With regard to family aspects, it points to aspects related
to family and essentially to the variable conciliation and the
need for support from the family. In the analyzed speech is
distinguished that, although women are getting ever more  to
occupy new spaces in the professional sphere, is not occur-
ring at the same rate an increase in the involvement of men
in domestic tasks, what it makes women regularly have to cir-
cumscribe their options to take care of the family needs, and
it involves an extra effort for them and many  privations.
Finally, note that this research shows that the incorpo-
ration of the analysis of entrepreneurship from a gender
perspective, must serve to implementing policies and speciﬁc
action plans to encourage female entrepreneurship.
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